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In view of the Appeal Brief of 6/27/06, prosecution has been reopened and the 
following rejection is applied. 

Applicant's election of the species of figs. 19Aand 19B, claims 3-10, 12-21, 27- 
30, 37-40, and 42 in Papers No. 27 and 29 has been acknowledged. Claims 22-25, 31- 
36, 41, 44, and 47 stand withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected species, there being no allowable generic or 
linking claim. Election was made without traverse in Papers No. 27 and 29. 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 12, 20, 21, 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

It is not clear how moving the tray in the claimed perpendicular direction reduces 
the travel distance as claimed (claims 12, 20, 21, 40). It is suggested that "to reduce a 
distance of travel..." be deleted since this phrase causes this rejection. Furthermore, 
"perpendicular to the long-dimension side" is not necessarily the same as "in the short- 
dimension direction" since the tray may not be rectangular; the tray may be square or 
may have more than four sides where the short-dimension side is not necessarily 
perpendicular to the long-dimension side. For example, in a seven-sided tray with each 
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side having a different length, it is unlikely that the "perpendicular to the long-dimension 
side" is "the short-dimension direction". 

All claims should be revised carefully to correct all other deficiencies similar to the 
ones noted above. The non-elected claims should also be similarly corrected at the 
same time so that the application can be allowed without delay should the generic 
claims become allowable. 

Claims 3-9, 12-21, 27-30, 40, 42, 43, 45, 46, and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over applicant's admitted prior art in view of Jackson et al 
(US 6139243), Kawasaki (US-4468165), and Hinchcliffe et al (US-4303366). 

The admitted prior art discussed on pages 2-5 of the specification discloses 
substantially all the claimed features including vision inspection systems, trays of 
devices to be inspected, flipping the trays to inspect both sides of the devices, 
mechanical translation devices. What is not disclosed is a motor-operated 
flipping/inverting mechanism. Jackson et al discloses another similar apparatus 
in which the claimed inverting means is disclosed including translation 
devices/conveyors 56 and flipping/inverting devices 20 (or 70) with jaws such as 50 and 
107, which invert the devices in the trays12 between first and second processing 
stations 22 and 26. Means for limiting the motion of the rotator are deemed inherent 
since the rotators only rotate a predetermined amount. It would have been obvious to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to provide the admitted prior art apparatus with an 
inverting mechanism as taught by Jackson et al to automatically and reliably invert the 
devices in the trays. It is deemed inherent that the admitted prior art has the inverting 
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done in between two inspection stations so that both sides are inspected or it would 
have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to provide the inverting 
device in between two inspection/processing stations as taught by Jackson et al. The 
admitted prior art also does not show the orientation of the trays while moving. 
However, moving the trays along a direction perpendicular to the long side such as to fit 
more trays on the conveying means is old and well known in the art as evidenced by 
Kawasaki (note at least trays 22) and Hinchcliffe et al (note at least trays 14); therefore, 
It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to move the trays 
of the admitted prior art modified as above along a direction as taught by Kawasaki or 
Hinchcliffe et al to fit more trays on the conveying means. It is deemed inherent that the 
second inspection station is movable with respect to the inverting mechanism and the 
means for moving includes structures such as releasable screws and fastening devices 
or alternatively to provide the second inspection station with such means for moving 
would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to adjust the 
position of the second inspection station to suit the particular configuration of the trays 
or devices to be inspected. 

Claims 10 and 37-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over applicant's admitted prior art in view of Jackson et al, Kawasaki, and Hinchcliffe et 
al as applied to claims 3-9, 12-21, 27-30, 40, 42, 43, 45, 46, 48 above, and further in 
view of Bilodeau et al (US 5691810). 
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Bilodeau et al discloses another similar apparatus in which a pick and place 
mechanism 42 removes rejected devices and replaces them with good devices. It 
would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to provide the 
admitted prior art modified as above with a pick and place mechanism as taught by 
Bilodeau et al to remove rejected devices and replace them with good devices to obtain 
a all-good tray and reducing manual labor and manufacturing time and costs. Relative 
to claim 39, the number of inspection stations is deemed inherent in the admitted prior 
art or, alternatively, would have been an obvious matter of design choice to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art based on factors such as the number of features to be 
inspected. 

Applicant's arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 

As noted above, it is not clear how moving the tray in the claimed perpendicular 
direction reduces the travel distance as claimed. The distance between the two 
inspection stations cannot be shorter simply because the tray is shorter. If this were 
true, a person can therefore reduce the distance of travel between two cities by 
traveling in a shorter car. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to 
show certain features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which 
applicant relies (i.e., "allows the stations to be placed closer together") are not recited in 
the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
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limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John Q. Nguyen whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
6952. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, from 8:00 AM to 4:30 
PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Katherine Matecki, can be reached on (571) 272-6951. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3654 



